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Naval Faci l i t ies Engineer ing Command
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1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego ,  Ca 92132-5190
Attention. Mr. Richard Mach

PARCEL B DRAFT EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES (ESD),
HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr.  Mach:

Thank you for your E-mai l  on Apr i l  10,  2000, which contains a copy of  the Parcel  B
Draft ESD, a faxed copy was also received on the same date. We sti l l  need a signed
copy of this draft primary document for our record. We are providing our comments
based on the faxed copy because we cannot open the electronic fi le that contains
attachment A and 3.

Specific Comments

1. DTSC does not categorically agree to the l imitations placed on the fact that the
cleanup values wil l be health-based (Attachment B, page 1 of 10). We agree
with the first criterion that cleanup concentrations can be placed at an "ambient
concentration for inorganic elements if the risk-based concentration is below the
un-impacted "ambient concentration". We cannot categorically agree that if
detection l imits exceed the risk-based concentration, that detection l imits
become the de facto cleanup concentration. This would require a chemical by
chemical assessment of the concentration of the elevated detection l imit and the
risk or hazard associated with each elevated detection limit.

2.  The indoor exposure pathway should be included for evaluat ion for  any s i tes in
Parcel B with detected concentrations of Volati le Organic Compounds (VOCs) in
shallow groundwater (Attachment B, page 2 of 10). DTSC recommends use of
the U.S. EPA Johnson and Ett inger model released in 1999 for evaluat ion of  the
indoor air  pathway for VOCs. DTSC can supply th is model or i t  can be
downloaded from the U.S. EPA Superfund web site.
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Please provide a complete table l isting the exposure parameters and the
subgrouping of parameters for children and adults, which are presented in the
intake equat ions beginning on page 1 of  10.  These can be suppl ied in a s ingle
table so as not to confuse the text section of Attachment B.

DTSC agrees that the 2.0 (mglkg-day) t cancer slope factor may be used
(Attachment B, Toxicity Values, page 3 of 10) for polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) for calculation of Soil Cleanup Levels (SCLs) at Hunters Point Shipyard
Parcel B.

The methodology section (Attachment 3, page 2 of 10) states that the revised
cleanup values are based on the toxiciiy rlalues currently recommenderJ in the
U.S. EPA Region 9 Prel iminary Remediat ion Goal (PRG) tables.  The discussion
of the toxicity values used indicates that CallEPA cancer potency factors were
used where the Cal/EPA value was mofe conservative than the EPA PRG table
value (Attachment B, Toxicity Values, page 3 of 10). The comparative table for
1995-based and 1999-based SCLs (Attachment A) only l is ts 3 SCLs with a
footnote of "c" indicating that the Cal/EPA cancer potency factor was used.
There are more than 3 carcinogenic chemicals for which the Cal/EPA cancer
potency factor is more conservative than that used by the U.S. EPA. A full set of
spreadsheet calculations was not presented for review. However, lt appears
from examination of Attachment A and comparison with the "Cal-modified"
values contained in the U.S. EPA Region I  PRG table,  that  the "Cal-modif icd"
values are not even presented in the cases where the detection l imit exceeds the
U.S. EPA Region 9 PRG-based calculat ion.  Please provide more detai l  in the
methodology section to fully describe the sequence of steps for development of
the proposed SCLs. lf the hypothesis regarding detection l imits explains the
paucity of SCLs based on Cal/EPA cancer potency factors please state that
basis clearly in the text of the methodology (Attachment B).

The accuracy of  the SCLs based on the 1999 U.S, EPA PRG values
(Attachment A) cannot be fully reviewed as the SCLs are presented as a single
worksheet without the associated worksheets in which the arithmetic calculations
are performed. The physical parameters and toxicity values are presented
(Attachment B, Table B-2). However, the actual lryot'ksheets should be furnished
as part of a complete workbook. For example, without the fult spreadsheet
calcuiations to show specifically how log Ko* values entered into the
determination of the reduction in the homegrown produce concentration due to
low water sotubil ity (lngestion of Homegrown Produce, page 3 of 10) cannot be
easily verif ied without the spreadsheet calculations. One specific example of
this diff iculty is the differing SCLs for Aroclors 1242 through 1260 (Attachment
A), The proposed SCLs differ by an approximate factor of 2. We are unaware of
any differences in log Ko* values for different Aroclors in the U.S. EPA Region 9
PRG tables. Without specific statements of the log Ko", and references we
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cannot fu l ly  review these values.

7. The non-cancer reference doses (Attachment B, Table B-2) were checked at
random and found to agree with the values in the 1999 U.S. EPA Region 9 PRG
table. The cancer slope factors {Attachment B, Table B-2) were checked at
random and found to agree with the most protective of the U.S. EPA Region 9
cancer slope factors or the three cancer potency factors from the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) as noted in Specific
Comment number 5.

B. Sect ion under "Change in NickelAmbient Values" should be modif ied as fo l low:

ln Julit 1998, r"emed!a! act!on (RA.) actiri i t ies began at Parce! B. Nlickel
concentrations in soil samples collected from remediation areas excavated
during the RA commonly exceeded the calculated Hunters Point Ambient Levels
(HPAL). As a result, the Navy reviewed the approach used to calculate the HPAL
for nickel and found that, while the nickel ambient concentrations were calculated
based on a nickel-magnesium regression, chemical  analysis of  serpent ln i te
samples at the site shows consistently higher nickel to magnesium ratios. The
Navy first hypothesized that the higher nickel to magnesium ratios was probably
a consequence of weathering of serpentinite bedrock. DTSC, based on its
independent research and field observations, agreed that preferential leaching of
magnesium from serpentinite soil would occur as part of the soil weathering
process. DTSC further pointed out that Cobalt is not preferentially leached from
weathered serpentine soils and a nickel-cobalt regression could be used. The
resulting nickel-cobalt ratio should remain relatively the same as soils weather.
Using this information, a new nickel-cobalt regression was formulated to
calculate nickel ambient levels and was presented in the Nickel Screening and
lmplementat ion Plan Technical  Memorandum dated August 4,  1999. Nickel
ambient concentrations are not l isted in the Attachment A because they are
sample-specific. But they can be caiculated from specific cobalt concentrations
using the following formula: (insert formula fbr nichel calculatior-i here)

lf you have any questions, please contact me at (510) 540-3822.

Sincerely,

- -  :
Chein Ping Kao, P. E.
Senior Hazardous Substance Engineer
Office of Mil itary Facil it ies
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cc: Ms. Claire Trombadore
US EPA Region lX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, Cal i fornia 941 05-3901

Mr. Brad Job
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400
Oakland, California 94612

Ms. Amy Brownel l
San Francisco Department of  Publ ic Heal th
1390 Markei  Street,  Sui te 910
San Francisco, California 94102
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